documents from the International Theological Commission (1979, 1981, and 1985) . Dissatisfaction over these and further points motivated the writing of this article.
Any attempt to discuss the faith of the earthly Jesus and reach solidly founded conclusions (either for or against attributing faith to him) requires reflection in at least three areas: the nature of faith, the question of Jesus' human knowledge, and NT data that bears on claims about Jesus' faith. Let us begin with some working account of faith.
THE NATURE OF FAITH
Thomas Aquinas described faith as the assent of the intellect to that which is believed. 10 Two qualities necessary for faith, he maintained, are that a person be willing to believe, and that the contents of belief be proposed to that person.
11 Aquinas, therefore, held that faith involves both a voluntary commitment and a cognitive content. His scheme (credere Deum, credere Deo, and credere in Deum) 12 developed, first, two aspects of (a) the cognitive side of things-that is to say, the way faith is oriented toward meaning and truth. While (a This version of faith could obviously be much further nuanced and expanded. There is, for example, the issue of grace and freedom. How can faith be simultaneously a gift from God and the free act of a human being? How can it be "inspired and assisted by the grace of God" (DS 3008; Dei Verbum no. 5) and yet remain our free act? Second, granted that there is a cognitive content of faith, it focuses on a physically invisible goal (2 Cor 5:7; Heb 11:1; see also Rom 8:24). "Seeing" is normally, but not always, understood to exclude "believing."
14 Conversely, believing is usually understood to imply some element of notseeing. 15 How does that not-seeing qualify "believing-that" and "be- their option against God affect their "believing-that" and "believingin"? These are merely some of the issues that could be developed at considerable length. The question of seeing/knowing or believing will turn up later in this article. But for our discussion a distinction between "believing-that" (confession; see Rom 10:8-10) and "believingin" (commitment)-or, in Paul's terms "the obedience of faith" (Rom 1:5; 16:26)-should be enough to let us raise questions about the existence and nature of faith exercised by the earthly Jesus. 16 
JESUS' HUMAN KNOWLEDGE
Aquinas and the subsequent Catholic theological tradition held that in his human mind Jesus enjoyed the beatific vision and hence lived by sight, not by faith. 17 Aquinas expressed this problem classically: "When the divine reality is not hidden from sight, there is no point in faith. From the first moment of his conception Christ had the full vision of God in his essence.... Therefore he could not have had faith" (ST 3, q. 7, a. 3).
18 Along with this knowledge of vision, Jesus' human knowledge was recognized to include "ordinary," experimental knowledge but was credited with embracing special, "infused" knowledge.
19
Notable difficulties can be brought against the thesis which holds that Jesus' human knowledge embraced the beatific vision. First, how could he have genuinely suffered if through his human mind he knew God immediately and in a beatifying way? 20 Second, such a vision raises problems, to put it mildly, for the free operation of Jesus' human will. Despite the way Aquinas qualifies somewhat Jesus' knowledge of vision,
x such an immediate, beatifying vision of God in this life would seem to rule out the possibility of human freedom. Here and now the exercise of freedom requires limited knowledge. Third, Jesus was remembered to have remained obedient toward his Father, despite trials and temptations (see e.g. Mark 1:12-13; Luke 22:28; Heb 2:18; 4:15). The steady possession of the beatific vision would seem to rule out any genuine struggle on Jesus' part. His "trials and temptations" could not have been real threats but only a "show" put on for our benefit and edification. Fourth, how can one reconcile the knowledge of vision (which Aquinas interprets as also including a comprehensive grasp of all creatures and everything they could do) with Jesus' human knowledge of the world? As human, such knowledge grows and develops through experience, but always remains limited. Knowledge in this life that entails (from conception) a comprehensive grasp of all creatures and everything they could do appears to be so superhuman that it casts serious doubts on the genuine status of Jesus' human knowledge. Fifth, the Synoptic Gospels contain passages that suggest ordinary limits in Jesus' human knowledge (e.g. Mark 5:30-32; 13:32).
22
Sixth, the ontological fact of the hypostatic union (the two natures of Christ united in the second person of the Trinity) does not as such necessarily imply something special, let alone something unique like the beatific vision, about the range of Jesus' human knowledge. Admittedly being and consciousness/knowledge are intimately linked. In the question at issue, from its very beginning Christ's human nature had the unique, ontological status of being hypostatically united to the Word of God. Nevertheless, the Council of Chalcedon's insistence on Christ's human nature preserving the "character proper" to it (DS 302) should make one cautious about attributing quite special properties (in this case, the quite extraordinary knowledge of the beatific vision) to his human mind. Christ's human mind and knowledge were maintained and not made superhuman through the hypostatic union. The comprehensive grasp of all creatures and all they can do (which Aquinas holds to belong to the beatific vision) would lift Christ's knowledge so clearly beyond the normal limits of human knowledge as to cast serious doubts on the genuineness of his humanity, at least in one essential aspect.
For The 1918 decree took up the question of "the soul of Christ" enjoying the beatific vision continuously. It declared, for example, that the following proposition could not be "taught safely": "It is not certain that the soul of Christ during his life among men had the knowledge which the blessed, that is those who have achieved their goal (comprehensores), have" (DS 3645). Among the traditional theological qualifications, "safe teaching" is one of the lowest. Today, in a changed ecclesial, theological, and cultural climate, to teach that during his earthly life Christ enjoyed the knowledge which the blessed have in heaven might itself not be such "safe" teaching. For many people it would seem to inject a strong element of make-believe into the whole of his life story and cast doubt on his authentic humanity. Leo the Great, the pope who loomed over the Council of Chalcedon, warned against edging out Christ's humanity: "It is as dangerous an evil to deny the truth of the human nature in Christ as to refuse to believe that his glory is equal to that of the Father."
23
Mystici Corporis, the most authoritative of the three documents in question, affirms that right from his mother's womb Christ possessed in his human intellect the beatific vision and knew all future members of the Church. Yet it needs to be pointed out that this encyclical was concerned with the mystery of the Church and not as such with doctrines about Christ.
In short, contemporary Catholics should continue to give these documents a respectful hearing. But we fail to see any clear obligation to reendorse the view that Christ during his earthly existence enjoyed the beatific vision. Neither his unique personal dignity as Son of God nor his unique function for revelation and redemption necessarily and clearly requires such extraordinary knowledge.
It is significant that in its Christological documents, "Select Questions of Christology" (1979) sage to mean that we are justified not through believing in Jesus Christ (as the object of our faith) but through (being infected by) the faith of Jesus (the personal subject of his own faith). 28 Here Mackey has ignored the priority of context over mere grammar. 34 Mackey interprets these texts as saying that just as we human beings "learn faith or obedience through what we suffer," so did Jesus. His "faith was perfected, and he was freed from the fear of death which makes us slaves, and he thus became the pioneer and perfecter of faith, the one we follow when we have faith like his."
36 Mackey further argues that only a person who has such faith can truly convey it to others. Graham Hughes tackles the question as to whether Jesus, as described in Heb 12:2, is to be thought of as the source of faith or its greatest exemplar. 41 He notes that English versions of this passage (he specifically cites three: RSV, NEB, TEV) are almost unanimous in making the former interpretation. Hughes suspects that the translators have suffered from a subconscious unwillingness to see Jesus as a participant in faith as well as the object of faith. But, he continues, from the context which shows the way in which Jesus is brought into direct continuity with the readers in their situation, this passage can only mean that "here Jesus is understood, as in his humanity he stands before the dark uncertainty of his impending death, to be repudiating the possibility of unbelief and on the contrary allowing that threatening present to be illuminated by his confidence in the future... ."
42 He judges that in this way Jesus "becomes a perfect model for the Christian readers, whose own darkly threatening future seems to be an important, if not the most important, factor in their contemplation of the abandonment of their confession." 43 Both Heb 10:36 and 12:2 show a striking similarity in their statements about the "will of God." "In both cases the stance of Jesus becomes what might be called a 'disclosure situation'; God's election of 'suffering' as an appropriate way to glory is shown nowhere more clearly than in the prototypal life of'the pioneer.' " 44 The author of Hebrews, Hughes concludes, grasps the fact that Jesus had a faith of his own as among the clearest implications of incarnation and accordingly as neither an inappropriate nor unwelcome aspect of Jesus' meaning as "pioneer" of, or model for, faith.
45
Since Hughes published his book on Hebrews, the NEB which translated Heb 12:2 as "Jesus, on whom our faith depends from start to finish" has revised (1989) the translation to "[we must] run with resolution the race that lies ahead of us, our eyes fixed on Jesus, the pioneer and perfecter of faith." This changes the emphasis from Jesus as source of faith to Jesus as exemplar of faith.
Otto Let us turn now to the evidence from the Synoptic Gospels.
The Synoptic Gospels
It is easy to recognize that during his earthly existence Jesus exemplified a "believing in," a credere in Deum which expressed itself in a totally obedient self-commitment to the God whom he called "Abba" (Mark 14:36). Publicly this "believing in" was lived out in Jesus' total openness to and unconditioned trust in the divine kingdom that was breaking into the world. We could hardly sum up better his public ministry than by describing him as being utterly at the service of God's reign. Not only Jesus' actions but also some of his sayings reflect this dimension of his faith. Take, for example, this apparently authentic saying: "If you had faith as a grain of mustard seed, you could say to this mulberry-tree, 'Be rooted up and be planted in the sea,' and it would obey you" (Luke 17:6). confession was the same. On the basis of Hebrews 11:6 ("whoever would approach him must believe that he exists and that he rewards those who seek him"), Aquinas maintained, like others, that belief in God's existence and rewards constituted the primary, essential content of faith. By holding this faith, the Israelites implicitly grasped the entire revealed mystery of God, and hence, could be seen to have already had essentially the same faith as (later) Christians.
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Instead of thus "levelling" the content of faith down to the lowest common denominator, we are proposing the alternative of allowing for variations in the confessional fides quae. In what they confessed about God in creation and history, there are similarities and differences between devout Israelites, Jesus, and early Christians. There is no need to argue, for instance, that the faith of the Israelites was essentially, if implicitly, the same as that of early Christians responding to the good news of Jesus' death and resurrection.
As well as acknowledging an analogy between Jesus' fides quae and ours, we should also reckon with an analogy at the level of his commitment or fides qua. 12 We have seen above how the NT evidence clearly supports conclusions about his "believing" or obedient selfcommitment to the God whom he called "Abba." At the same time, we should recall the NT's insistence on the perfect quality of that obedience (e.g. John 8:46; 2 Cor 5:21; Phil 2:8; 1 Pet 2:22-24; 1 John 3:3-5). As Brian McDermott argues, "Jesus' unity" with his Father was "of an incomparable quality"; he "knew no sin." 73 The radicality of Jesus' unconditional commitment means that we should recognize analogy also at the level of his fides qua.
We have seen how, with the exception of Hebrews 12:2, the NT never explicitly makes the earthly Jesus the explicit subject of the verb "to believe" or clearly characterizes him by using the corresponding noun "faith." Faith in the NT Church was very much associated with believing the proclamation of Christ's resurrection from the dead (e.g. 71 ST 2-2, q. 1, a. 7. 72 To use "faith" analogously is no startling innovation. Any large-scale NT dictionary will illustrate how the usage and meaning of pistis andpisteuein vary between Paul, the Synoptics, Hebrews, and John-not to mention the different nuances to be found in other NT books. Like Paul (Rom 4:1-22), the First Eucharistie Prayer holds Abraham up as a great model of faith. 'Our father in faith," however, even if he obeys God's commands and trusts God's promises in an exemplary way, can only have a fides quae which is radically less than and very different from ours. Given his place at the very beginning of salvation history, when we speak of the content of his faith we do so in a thoroughly analogous way. 
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